I would like to approach the problem of counterfactuals, their possible definitions, functions, and cultural value, starting from a single example-the feature film Moonwalkers (2015) , which is based on historical events but frames them within an overtly fictional fable. I believe that it succinctly encapsulates a host of problems that pertain to the ongo- The blurring of the border between events and facts has undermined, White argues, another distinction crucial for historiographic research, namely that between fact and fiction. 22 As a result, a whole spectrum of parahistorical forms has emerged, among them such phenomena as docufiction, faction, infotainment and historical metafiction. White argues that we live in an era in which every occurrence can potentially be broadcast live (and, although White wrote that in 1996, it is even more true today, in the age of social media and portable multimedia devices). Therefore, he concludes, it is impossible to distinguish between event as such and the event of reporting, or, as he puts it, between the inside of the event and its outside, its beginning and its end(as Moonwalkers so succinctly demonstratesd). What becomes particularly significant in this case is the fact that the publication of the book on 6 th September 2016 was followed by the première of the film on 25 th December of the same year. Although these two were released roughly at the same time, the degree to which the film diverges from the book is quite astounding. The film starts with an explanation that it is "based on facts" and ends with a sequence juxtaposing pictures of actresses with archival photographs of the real-life people they played, accompanied with information about their later fate. But the entire plot of the film has very little to do with Shatterly's book. In the film, one of the three main characters, Dorothy Vaughan, is unhappy because she is not promoted to the position of the supervisor of computers in 1961, although, according to the book, she was nominated already in 1949. Contrary to what the film shows, in the book Mary Jackson does not have to go to court to receive permission to learn in an all-white high school in Hampton-she simply asks the city of Hampton and is granted a permission. White characters in the film, such as Al Harrison, directing the space unit, or Mrs. Mitchell, a white supervisor, are fictional creations, combining features of real-life figures about which Shatterly wrote. These few divergences between the book and the film are just the tip of the iceberg. The film counters the book which, in turn, counters official history, and all of these are countered by critics, particularly those concerned with the depiction of race on screen. But interestingly, although the critics noted that the film takes liberties with history, they did not treat it as a major problem, acknowledging that the cinematic medium requires a great degree of simplification. 45 They were worried not so much about misrepresentation of facts but, rather, the way the film combined and supplemented the material of the book to better demonstrate the scope of problems with which the characters struggle. One of the scenes, a climactic one for that matter, turned out particularly controversial, although it was clearly intended as the "feel-good" moment of the film: Al Harrison discovers that his black employee, Katherine Johnson, is absent from her desk for 40 minutes because she has to walk a mile to get to the nearest coloured toilet. Harrison rips the sign "Coloured Ladies Bathroom" off with a crowbar, declaring: "Here at NASA we all pee the same colour. " This "white saviour" scene, a fictional addition to the story presented by Shatterly, was the reason for a wave of accusations of whitewashing and the subsequent debate about stereotypical representations of white-black relationships and their impact on current racial politics in the United States. 
